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8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities. 

(a) Page 6, line 1 , information should be provided in place of the blank line 
preceding - (EPE) --. 

(b) The last word of the Title of the invention should be - Machine -. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 17, 23, 35 and 38 are objected to because of the following informalities. 

(a) Claim 17, line 4; the parenthetical expression - (128) - should be deleted. 

(b) Claim 23, line 3; the phrase - from the user), - should be changed to 
~ from the user, -. 

(c) Claims 35 and 38 should refer to claims 34 and 22, respectively, as the 
parent claims. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-4, 15-17 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Molloy (U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234). 
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Molloy discloses receiving a description of an initial problem related to a work 
machine (i.e., a computer, which is defined as a worl< machine in the instant 
specification on page 5, lines 11-15) from a user (Fig. 15, col. 13, lines 46-47), 
displaying at least one question as a function of the initial problem (i.e., "problem 
concepts^'; Fig. 16, col. 13, lines 54-59), displaying a first set of recommended actions 
as a function of the initial problem (i.e., multiple "ACTION" entries in Fig. 16), receiving 
and displaying an answer from the user to at least one question (Fig. 17, col. 13, lines , 
60-64), and displaying a second set of recommended actions as a function of the initial 
problem and the answer to at least one question that is a subset of the first set of 
recommended actions (i.e., multiple "ACTION" entries in Fig. 18, col. 13, line 65 to col. 
14, line 9), displaying a confidence level associated with each recommended action in 
the first and second sets of recommended actions as a bar graph (Figs. 16 and 18, col. 
13, lines 54-59 and col. 14, lines 2-4, and also col. 8, lines 10-15), and displaying a 
question and action detail window containing detailed information regarding at least one 
question and selected action in response to user selection of the question and action 
from the first and second sets of recommended actions (i.e., windows at bottom of Figs. 
3-6, 15 and 17, col. 8, line 52 to col. 9, line 11). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
tlie claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 5-8, 10, 18, 21-31, 33, 38-41 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Molloy (U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Nguyen et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,125,312). 

With regard to claims 5, 6, 28 and 29, as noted previously, Molloy discloses 
many features of the claimed invention including displaying a status of each case as 
either "open" or "closed" (Fig. 5, col. 7, line 31). Molloy does not explicitly disclose 
displaying a status associated with each recommended action as either performed or 
not perfomned. Nguyen et al. discloses a maintenance control system that ensures all 
fault codes are responded to (i.e., that maintenance personnel carry out the appropriate 
maintenance actions in response to each and every fault code) and records 
maintenance actions in a maintenance action log (Fig. 1, item 20, col. 1, line 66 to col. 
2, line 10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy to 
display a status associated with each recommended action as either performed or not 
performed, as suggested by Nguyen et al., because Nguyen et al. teaches that doing so 
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ensures that all fault codes are responded to with a view to improve quality assurance 
of maintenance (col. 1 , line 66 to col. 2, line 5). 

With regard to claims 7, 8, 18, 21-27, 30, 31, 38-41 and 44, as noted previously, 
Molloy discloses many features of the claimed invention, but does not disclose providing 
a link to infonnation related to the work machine in an external source and displaying 
information in response to actuation of the link (a diagnostic advisor window/tool). 
Nguyen et al. discloses providing a link to information related to the work machine in an 
external source and displaying information in response to actuation of the link (col. 1, 
lines 54-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy to 
provide a link to information related to the work machine in an external source and 
display information in response to actuation of the link as disclosed by Nguyen et al., 
because Nguyen et al. teaches that doing so avoids duplication of information and the 
need for synchronization of the integrated system (i.e., linked system) (col. 1, lines 57- 
61 and col. 3, lines 27-54). 

With regard to claims 10 and 33, as noted previously, Molloy discloses many 
features of the claimed invention, but does not disclose reading data values from the 
work machine. Nguyen et al. discloses reading data values from the work machine (col. 
1 , lines 50-54 and col. 2, lines 37-47). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill to modify Molloy to read data values from the work machine as disclosed by 
Nguyen et al., because Nguyen et al. teaches that doing so allows engine maintenance 
information to be generated automatically (col. 1 , lines 50-54). 
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8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Molloy 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Nixon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,841,441). 

As noted previously, Molloy discloses many features of the claimed invention, but 
does not disclose identifying inconsistent answers provided by a user to two or more 
questions. Nixon et al. discloses an expert system that identifies inconsistent answers 
provided by a user to two or more questions (col. 21 , lines 44-46). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy to identify inconsistent answers 
provided by a user to two or more questions as disclosed by Nixon et al., because doing 
so ensures that answers subsequent to the first answer do not jeopardize the validity of 
the recommended actions that are based in part on the subsequent answers. 

9. Claims 1 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Molloy (U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Gilmour (U.S. Patent No. 6,205,472). 

As noted previously, Molloy discloses many features of the claimed invention, but 
does not disclose displaying an alert link and dialog in response to actuation of the link 
by the user corresponding to at least one question and recommended action. Gilmour 
discloses displaying an alert link and dialog in response to actuation of the link by the 
user (i.e., link to an alert page; col. 29, lines 13-15) corresponding to at least one 
question (i.e., text of the original query; col. 29, lines 6-21). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy to display an alert link and dialog in response to 
actuation of the link by the user corresponding to at least one question and 
recommended action, because an "alert" notification commands a higher importance 
over an infomnational message that does not have "alert" status, i.e., the users attention 
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can be gained more readily using an alert link in order to display messages of higher 
importance related to a question or recommended action. 
10. Claims 19, 20, 42 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Molloy (U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Nguyen et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,125,312) and further in view of Hugh (U.S. Patent No. 6,166,736). 

As noted previously, Molloy in combination with Nguyen et al. disclose many 
features of the claimed invention, but do not disclose providing a tabbed window pane 
having a plurality of tabs, and upon selection of one of the tabs, one of a plurality of 
panels is displayed in the tabbed panel corresponding to a diagnostic panel, a 
diagnostic code panel, and a functional test panel. Hugh discloses a tabbed window 
pane having a plurality of tabs, and upon selection of one of the tabs, one of a plurality 
of panels is displayed in the tabbed panel (Fig. 3 and col. 2, lines 18-21). It would have 
been obvious to one or ordinary skill to modify Molloy in combination with Nguyen et al. 
to provide a tabbed window pane having a plurality of tabs, and upon selection of one of 
the tabs, one of a plurality of panels is displayed in the tabbed panel, as taught by 
Hugh, because Hugh teaches that doing so allows a user to switch amongst multiple 
windows quickly (col. 2, lines 18-20). Further, although Hugh does not teach the 
specifics of assigning diagnostic, diagnostic code, and functional test panels to the tabs, 
it is the Examiner's position that the choice of assigning a diagnostic panel, a diagnostic 
code panel, and a functional test panel to the tabs disclosed by Hugh is a matter of 
obvious design choice once the use of tabs, as disclosed by Hugh, in the overall GUI 
design is set. 
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1 1 . Claim 32 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Molloy 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Nguyen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,125,312) and 
further in view of Nixon et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,841,441). 

As noted previously, Molloy in combination with Nguyen et al. disclose many 
features of the claimed invention, but do not disclose identifying inconsistent answers 
provided by a user to two or more questions. Nixon et al. discloses an expert system 
that identifies inconsistent answers provided by a user to two or more questions (col. 
21 , lines 44-46). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy in 
combination with Nguyen et al. to identify inconsistent answers provided by a user to 
two or more questions as disclosed by Nixon et al., because doing so ensures that 
answers subsequent to the first answer do not jeopardize the validity of the 
recommended actions that are based in part on the subsequent answers. 

12. Claims 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Molloy (U.S. Patent No. 5,787,234) in view of Nguyen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,125,312) 
and further in view of Gilmour (U.S. Patent No. 6,205,472). 

As noted previously, Molloy in combination with Nguyen et al. disclose many 
features of the claimed invention, but do not disclose displaying an alert link and dialog 
in response to actuation of the link by the user corresponding to at least one question 
and recommended action. Gilmour discloses displaying an alert link and dialog in 
response to actuation of the link by the user (i.e., link to an alert page; col. 29, lines 13- 
15) corresponding to at least one question (i.e., text of the original query; col. 29, lines 
6-21). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to modify Molloy in 
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combination with Nguyen et al. to display an alert link and dialog in response to 
actuation of the link by the user corresponding to at least one question and 
recommended action, because an "alert" notification commands a higher importance 
over an informational message that does not have "alert" status, i.e., the users attention 
can be gained more readily using an alert link in order to display messages of higher 
importance related to a question or recommended action. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Brophy et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,212,528) discloses a case-based reasoning 
system and method for scoring cases in a case database. 

Chang (U.S. Patent No. 5,557,549) discloses a knowledge based diagnostic 
advisory system and method for troubleshooting an abnormal condition in the 
production of a product within an industrial plant facility. 

Wakamoto et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,107,500) discloses a diagnostic expert 
system for diagnosing a computer or data processing apparatus or a data processing 
apparatus used to control an object. 

Carpenter et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,260,048) discloses an incident resolution 
facility that receives a plurality of questions and generates a plurality of resolutions. 

Oda et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,127,005) discloses a fault diagnosis expert system 
for locating and eliminating sources of machine trouble. 
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Borgida et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,806,060) discloses an interactive data analysis 
information retrieval system employing a knowledge base that receives first queries and 
returns data in response thereto; and receives second queries specifying certain data 
and returns certain data in response to the certain data provided. 
14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy R. Stampf whose telephone number is 703- 
305-3339. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc S. Hoff can be reached on 703-308-1677. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-305-3431 for 
regular communications and 703-308-7725 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
0956. 



trs 

June 4, 2002 
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